Message

From: Cogliano, Vincent [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=51F2736376AC4D32BAD2FE7CFEF2886B-COGLIANO, VINCENT]

Sent: 5/13/2015 4:34:59 PM

To: Burgess, Michele [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF235PDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=125a4018673642979998ceecbel’8259¢72-MBurgess]; Tsui-Bowen, Alethea
[/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=5eb8bb2938c34aa08be28088726bd038-Tsui-Bowen, Alethea]

Subject: FW: Differing evaluations of five pesticides by EPA/OPP and IARC

Attachments: News ltem Monograph Volume 112.pdf; TLO V112 PHS1470204515701348.pdf

Hello again - As you're both interested in the different glyphosate evaluations by IARC and ERA/ORR,
below you'll find a summary I had sent {0 our staff on the subject - Vince

From: Cogliano, Vincent

Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 2:01 PM

To: Olden, Kenneth; Vandenberg, John; Ross, Mary; Flowers, Lynn; D'Amico, Louis; Birchfield, Norman; ORD-NCEA-IRIS;
ORD-NCEA-IRIS-Extended

Subject: FY!: Differing evaluations of five pesticides by EPA/OPP and IARC

Hellp evervone - As 1 returmned vesterday from a long out-of-touch vacation, I saw in the airport version of
the NY Times a story about IARC classifyving glvphosate {the active ingredient in Roundup) as probably
carcinogenic, Kate Guyion, the responsible officer for the IARC meeting earlier this month, was guoted.
Diazinon and malathion were also classified as probably carcinogenic, and parathion and tetrachiorvinphos
were classified as possibly carcinogenic. This sets up an interesting contrast with EPA/OPP, which has
lower classifications for thase pesticides. Most notably, ghyphosate is classified here as Group E, evidence
of non-carcinogeanicity.

One reason for the difference is statistical, JIARC used trend tests to conclude that two rare tTumors were
induced in animals, while EPA/OPP used pairwise comparisons to determine that nothing was induced.

Another reason is the consideration of mechanistic data. For the three compounds classified as probably
carcinggenic, IARC took into consideration evidence of DNA or chromosomal damage.

Mostly, though, iU's a matter that studies in humans are now available. It makes mea think that a
descriptor like “evidence of non-carcinogenicity” should be used only when some of thal evidence is in
humans. There are several prominent examples {tobacco, alcohol, arsenic) whears positive evidence was
abserved in humans first,

Ovarall, if was an interasting exarcise in evaluating cohergnce across human, animal, and mechanistic
studies.

Attached are TARCs news release and a summary it published in Lancet Oncology just 10 days after the
meeting.

~~ Yinge
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